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ABSTRACT
SECURE THE BLACK, BROWN, AND GIFTED: EXAMINING TEACHER
PERCEPTION OF GIFTEDNESS IN HIGH- AND LOW-POVERTY SCHOOL
Laurie Diane Hamilton
The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine teachers’ perception of
their students, giftedness identification, and administrative support in a suburban school
system with a high representation of minorities and students who are economically
disadvantaged based on teacher ethnicity and availability of gifted programming. The
participants in the current study consist of 293 teachers selected from a suburban school
district located nearby a large metropolitan city in the northeastern part of the United
States. The survey used in this study is a 40-item online instrument adapted from the
Snapshot Survey of Gifted Programming Effectiveness Factors: Using the National
Gifted Teacher Preparation Standards and NAGC Program Standards to Inform
Practice. MANOVA revealed a significant main effect of school socioeconomic status
indicating that teachers’ perception of giftedness was significantly different between
schools of high poverty (Title 1), schools of low poverty (non-Title 1), and teacher
ethnicity.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
Teacher perception and expectation play a substantial role in identifying gifted
students (Gershenson, Holt, & Papageorge, 2016). High poverty should not be
synonymous with low expectations of CLED students. Educators must challenge their
mindsets and broaden their perception of giftedness. Students from diverse cultural
backgrounds should have equal access and opportunities to participate in gifted programs.
However, despite increased minority student enrollment in segregated schools, African
American and Hispanic children are less likely to be identified as gifted and less likely to
participate in gifted education programs than White and Asian American students (Rimm,
Siegle, & Davis, 2018). One cause for the continuous gap is that standard processes for
identifying gifted students, mainly based on teachers’ referrals, tend to exclude students
from underrepresented groups (Rimm et al., 2018). While teacher perception contributes
to this gap, the identification of culturally diverse gifted students is also influenced by the
larger socioeconomic, political, and educational systems that promote and sustain deficit
thinking.
In many neighborhoods, the promise of a high-quality education is entirely out of
reach. This holds particularly true for specific communities in Long Island, New York.
Long Island is one of America’s most racially segregated regions (Erase Racism, 2015).
According to the New York State Data website, there are 124 school districts in Long
Island, with 56 in Nassau County and 68 in Suffolk County (https://data.nysed.gov).
According to the New York State Education Department, 5 out of the 56 school districts
in Nassau County are classified as Title 1 school districts. The purpose of Title 1 of the
federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act is to improve the education outcomes
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of economically disadvantaged students and close achievement gaps. Under Title 1,
school districts receive financial assistance when the percentage of children from lowincome households exceeds 65%. These districts educate 93% of Black and Latino
students and 70% of students who live in poverty. The historically racial and economic
divide explains why Long Island school districts vary enormously in size, race, income,
and other features. Long Island districts are separated by race and income (Matthews &
McGovern, 2018).
The Statistical Atlas website provides a breakdown of race and ethnicity by
county in New York. It states that 135 places are fully or partially constrained by race and
ethnicity in Nassau County. According to the Non-White Population by County
Subdivision, 37.8% of the total population identifies as Hispanic, Black, and Asian,
whereas 62.2% is the total population identifies as White. This signifies that Hispanic,
Black, and Asian households are clustered in such high concentrations that they would
have to relocate to attain racial proportions across the region for equity in education.
Subsequently, segregated communities mean segregated schools: island‐wide, half of all
Black and Latino students attend schools with at least 95% of students of color
(https://statisticalatlas.com/county/New-York/Nassau-County/Race-andEthnicity#figure/county-in-new-york, 2022). Household poverty is condensed in entire
neighborhoods; thus, the schools in these communities face tremendous barriers almost
nonexistent with schools in more affluent communities. It is not a coincidence that poorperforming schools are predominantly located in impoverished communities (Heilig,
Khalifa, & Tillman, 2013).
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Despite decades of research indicating that community factors such as poverty are
consequential in determining school performance, policymakers continue to operate
under the flawed assumption that all schools have an equivalent ability to achieve
identical results (Mun et al., 2020). This flawed assumption expects schools in
disadvantaged communities to overcome the economic and social obstacles and perform
at the same level as schools in affluent neighborhoods without proper training and
systems to eradicate deficit thinking that often plagues school systems in the communities
mentioned above. Additionally, while the student body in Long Island schools has
become increasingly diverse, the teacher demographics have failed to match these
changes. A more diverse teaching community would benefit all students, and students of
color significantly benefit when having a teacher of the same race/ethnicity.
Figure 1
Student and Teacher Demographics for Long Island Schools

Source: Schools, L. I. S. P. (2019). Teacher Diversity. Hofstra University.
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Teachers are an essential component and information source for all students; however,
this holds especially true for those students who are culturally, linguistically, and
economically diverse (CLED) (Mun et al., 2020). As an educator with extensive
experience working in a high-poverty school district, the catalyst for this research came
from interactions and conversations with educators over the course of my career in
academia. A common theme that emerged from our dialogue was their belief and
assumptions about gifted education, specifically in a high-poverty school. Noticeably,
many were of the fixed mindset that there is no need for a gifted program in high-poverty
schools when most students are academically below the grade level, demonstrate
behavior issues, and come from a low socioeconomic background. However, as an
intervention specialist and data analyst, I learned that although a high percentage of
students required academic intervention, there were at minimum three students from each
classroom that tested one or two grade levels above and would be considered high
academic achievers.
Although research shows that high scholastic achievement is not the sole indicator
of giftedness, there were no gifted programs in my school district to help them reach their
academic achievement (Hodges, 2018). In addition, there was an absence of leadership
and expertise in gifted education, as evidenced by a lack of programming and screening
for identifying gifted students. As a result of these educational interactions, I believe that
culturally responsive teaching must be supported by culturally responsive leadership.
Culturally relevant leadership in gifted education should strive to meet the needs of
students through a challenging and appropriate curriculum (Mun et al., 2020).
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Teacher perception and expectation play a substantial role in identifying gifted
students (Gershenson, Holt, & Papageorge, 2016). High poverty should not be
synonymous with low expectations of CLED students. Educators must challenge their
mindsets and broaden their perception of giftedness. Students from diverse cultural
backgrounds should have equal access and opportunities to participate in gifted programs.
However, despite increased minority student enrollment in segregated schools, African
American and Hispanic children are less likely to be identified as gifted and less likely to
participate in gifted education programs than White and Asian American students (Rimm,
Siegle, & Davis, 2018). One cause for the continuous gap is that standard processes for
identifying gifted students, mainly based on teachers’ referrals, tend to exclude students
from underrepresented groups (Rimm et al., 2018). While teacher perception contributes
to this gap, the identification of culturally diverse gifted students is also influenced by the
larger socioeconomic, political, and educational systems that promote and sustain deficit
thinking.
Purpose of the Study
This quantitative study examines teachers’ perception of giftedness in a suburban
school system with a high representation of minority and economically disadvantaged
students based on teacher demographics. A teacher’s referral is usually the first step in
identifying if students are gifted. A teacher’s perception, expectation, and race can
impede their ability to see students as gifted, especially in a high-poverty school
(McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012). According to Gershenson et al. (2016), teacher expectation
and student achievement are closely related. If teachers have low expectations of their
students based on their own implicit bias, then it would be difficult, if not impossible, to
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identify giftedness. Research indicates that teacher expectations are correlated with
student academic achievement as early as first grade (Gershenson et al., 2016; Mizala,
Martinez, & Martinez, 2015; Pantaleo, 2016).
Some researchers suggest that students who attend high-poverty area schools or
students in the lowest socioeconomic status (SES) groups are more likely to be taught by
teachers with low training and experience. These teachers have less than favorable
expectations or beliefs regarding their students’ abilities to achieve academically
(Barbarin & Aikens, 2015; Heckman, 2006). In addition, a lack of cultural understanding,
culturally responsive teaching, gaps in teacher training, and ongoing professional
development may undermine educators’ ability to refer African American and Hispanic
students for gifted education (McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012). The results from this study can
contribute to a growing body of research that examines more equitable identification
practices of giftedness and access to gifted programming. Additionally, findings from this
study can serve to inform teacher preparation programs and professional development,
local and district culturally responsive leadership, and race and ethnicity responsive
school cultures.
Theoretical Framework
Multicultural Education
Multicultural education is an idea, an educational reform movement, and a
process (Banks, 1997). It seeks to create equal educational opportunities for all students,
including those from different racial, ethnic, and social class groups (Banks, 1997).
Multicultural education strives to produce an equal educational opportunity for all
students by altering the entire school environment to reflect the diverse cultures and
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groups within a society and classrooms nationwide (Banks, 1997). Multicultural
education grew out of the Civil Rights Era in the early 1960s. A major goal of the
movement was to “eliminate discrimination in housing, employment, and education. Its
consequences had a significant influence on educational institutions as ethnic groups
demanded that schools reform curriculum reflect their experiences, histories, cultures,
and perspectives.” (Banks, 2016, p. 3).
Another perspective by Enid Lee (2014) states that multicultural education allows
students to obtain an understanding of why things are the way that they are. She states,
Multicultural or antiracist education is fundamentally a perspective it points of
you that cuts across all subject areas and addresses the histories and experiences
of people who have been left out of the curriculum. Its purpose is to help us deal
equitably with all the cultural and racial differences that you find in the human
family. This perspective allows us to get explanations for why things are the way
they are in terms of power relationships in terms of equity issues. So when I say
multicultural or antiracist education, I am talking about equipping students,
parents, and teachers with the tools needed to combat racism and ethnic
discrimination, and to find ways to build a society that includes all people on an
equal footing. (p. 10)
The Dimensions of Multicultural Education is a conceptual framework developed by
James A. Banks to help theorists, researchers, and practitioners understand the
complexity of the field and to implement multicultural education in ways that will
increase its effectiveness (Banks, 2016). The five dimensions include content integration,
the knowledge/construction process, prejudice reduction, equity pedagogy, and
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empowerment school culture and social structure (Figure 2). Banks developed the
dimensions to respond to comments by classroom teachers who perceived multicultural
education as limited to the integration of content about various racial and ethnic groups,
such as African Americans, Mexican Americans, and Asian Americans, into the
curriculum.
Figure 2
The Dimensions of Multicultural Education

Culturally Responsive-Sustaining Education
Culturally responsive-sustaining (CR-S) education is grounded in a cultural view
of learning and human development in which multiple expressions of diversity (e.g., race,
8

social class, gender, language, sexual orientation, nationality, religion, ability) are
recognized and regarded as assets for teaching and learning This framework is birthed
from the studies of Geneva Gay (2018) and Paris and Alim (2017) in culturally
responsive teaching. According to Gay (2018), “Culturally responsive teaching uses the
cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and performance styles of
ethnically diverse students and makes learning experiences relevant and effective for
them” (p. 36). It is the behavioral presentation of learning, thoughts, and values that
identifies the importance of racial and cultural diversity in academia (Gay, 2018). Paris
and Alim (2017) claim that culturally sustaining pedagogy (CSP) seeks to perpetuate,
foster, and sustain linguistic, literate, and cultural pluralism as part of schooling for a
positive social transformation.
CSP positions dynamic cultural dexterity as a necessary good and sees the
outcome of learning as additive rather than subtractive, as remaining whole rather than
framed as broken, and as critically enriching strengths rather than replacing deficits. CSP
exists wherever education sustains the lifeways of communities who have been and
continue to be damaged and erased through schooling (Paris & Alim, 2017). Both
culturally responsive teaching and culturally sustaining pedagogy are asset-based
pedagogies designed to make teaching relevant to the language, literacy, and cultural
practices of students in a community; however, Culturally Responsive Sustaining
framework takes it one step further. Culturally relevant pedagogy views students’ cultural
practices as resources to honor and explore, culturally sustaining pedagogy sees them as
resources to honor, explore, and extend. Ladson-Billings (2014) recently wrote that
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“culturally sustaining pedagogy uses culturally relevant pedagogy as a place where the
beat drops.” (p. 76).
Educators statewide have sought and labored to meet the various needs of
American children and families. A complicated system of biases and structural inequities
is at play, profoundly embedded in our country’s history, culture, and institutions.This
system of inequity—which routinely grants benefits and drawbacks based on linguistic
background, gender, skin color, and other factors—must be undoubtedly understood,
directly questioned, and fundamentally changed (http://www.nysed.gov/culturallyresponsive-sustaining-education-framework.pdf).
The CR-S framework is an initiative by the New York State Education
Department that establishes culturally responsive-sustaining guidelines for students,
teachers, school and district leadership, families and community advocates, higher
education, and the State Education Department. The framework is grounded in four
principles: (a) welcoming and affirming environment, (b) high expectations and rigorous
instruction, (c) inclusive curriculum and assessment, and (d) ongoing professional
learning. Each principle is illustrated by a set of features rooted in elements of quality
education that illustrate how CR-S might look in practice across a range of domains, from
the State Education Department to the classroom. The framework represents an
opportunity for stakeholders to continue to work together and plan for the unique needs
of their communities.
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Figure 3
Culturally Responsive-Sustaining Framework

Source: www.NYSED.gov/Culturally Responsive-Sustaining Education Framework
Significance of the Study
This study is particularly significant to all educational stakeholders who work in
culturally, linguistically, and socioeconomically diverse schools because it addresses how
teachers’ perception of their students influences pedagogical practices and their
enactment of deficit approaches to teaching and learning. A deficit approach views
language, literacies, and cultural ways of being in many students and communities of
color as deficiencies to be overcome in education, legitimizing dominant language and
cultural practices of schooling (Paris & Alim, 2017). Consequently, administrators must
establish culturally relevant leadership that promotes culturally responsive teaching.
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Since education is generally reflective of society and is consequently considered a
primary means to eradicate structural injustices (Bronner, 2011), educators must enhance
positive social and educational change to address social inequities in education,
especially when the marginalization of people is constructed through schooling
(Popkewitz, 1999). Furthermore, educational leaders must identify teachers’ biases and
feel comfortable addressing problems of policies and practices to move toward a more
culturally appropriate schooling environment (Mun et al., 2020). This will help teachers
develop a more critical and reflective lens through which they view themselves and
students who may come from culturally linguistically and socioeconomically diverse
backgrounds.
Teachers must also be cognizant of how culture can influence the expressions of
giftedness and how teacher bias can prohibit identifying students from diverse
backgrounds. African American and Hispanic American students are referred for and
participate in gifted education programs at a disproportionately lower rate than their
White and Asian American counterparts (Rimm et al., 2018). Several factors contribute to
this problem, including narrow conceptualizations of giftedness, poverty, low academic
achievement, inadequate opportunities for talent development, bias in identification
methods, and teacher bias (Rimm et al., 2018). According to Xiang (2011), gifted
students are vital to the development of society and the United States should not
disregard or neglect their development. This study adds to the growing body of research
examining gifted education practices, including the reliance on referrals or evaluations
from teachers with minimal experience in gifted education, multicultural education, or
teaching culturally and linguistically diverse students. Findings from this study can be
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used to create a professional development curriculum to educate teachers on how implicit
bias can impede their ability to identify potentially gifted students. Additionally,
educators and school leadership can emphasize constructing inclusive and equitable
education environments that involve a deliberate shift from deficit thinking to strengthbased paradigms at both the individual and systemic levels (Ford & Grantham, 2003).
Connection With Social Justice and/or Vincentian Mission in Education
The present study is related to the mission of St. John’s University as it addressed
an issue of social justice for historically underrepresented, discriminated, and
disadvantaged students. People are not born with the prejudice and bias that contribute to
the achievement gap. These attitudes are taught, and “schools can teach future citizens
different attitudes about those who belong to different cultures” (Glickman, p. 102).
Educators are the gatekeepers of understanding and, in a nonparochial sense, the faithful
missionaries of culture among those representing a myriad of cultures themselves.
Glickman suggested the following, which could not be any clearer: “First, supervisors
and teachers need to examine their own cultural identities, develop competencies for
working with cultures different from their own, and create culturally responsive
classrooms and schools. Second, supervisors and teachers need to become directly
involved in efforts to change public policy that works against lower socioeconomic and
racial/ethnic minority children.” (Glickman, 2020). Exploring these findings will provide
a better understanding of practices that can help bridge the achievement gap, especially in
gifted education.
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Research Questions
RQ1: Is there a main and interaction effect of school SES and the existence of
gifted programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential,
perception of identification, and perception of administrative support?
RQ2: Is there a main and interaction effect of school SES and teachers’ race on
teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential, perception of
identification, and perception of administrative support?
Null Hypotheses
Ho: There is no main and interaction effect of school SES and the existence of
gifted programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential,
perception of identification, and perception of administrative support.
Ho: There is no main and interaction effect of school SES and teachers’ race on
teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification,
and perception of administrative support.
Definition of Terms
African American. Persons who indicate their race as “Black” or reported entries
such as African American, Afro American, Black Puerto Rican, Jamaican, Nigerian, West
Indian, or Haitian” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2022).
Culturally responsive teaching. The pedagogical approach used by teachers to
teach subject matter in meaningful ways and to better engage students in learning (Gay,
2010).
Deficit thinking. A type of thinking that views the deficiencies of low
socioeconomic groups as the main reason for their lack of success in academics, social
14

outcomes, and school failures, with no blame on the inequities and inequalities in the
school system (Valencia, 1997).
Giftedness. This quality can be applied to “individuals who demonstrate
outstanding levels of aptitude (defined as an exceptional ability to reason and learn) or
competence (documented performance or achievement in top 10% or rarer) in one or
more domains” (Vega & Moore, 2018, p. 238).
Hispanic. Refers to a Spanish-speaking person living in the United States,
especially one of Latin American descent (National Center for Education Statistics,
2022).
Poverty. “[A] condition that extends beyond lack of income and goes hand in
hand with lack of power, humiliation, and a sense of exclusion from access to goods and
social services” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2022).
Referral. The process of designating a student as potentially gifted (McBee,
2006).
Socioeconomic status. “A combination of social and economic factors that are
used as an indicator of household income and opportunity. The National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) uses eligibility for the Department of Agriculture’s
National School Lunch Program as a measure of socioeconomic status” (The NAEP
glossary of terms, n.d., p. 6).
Title 1. Federal program that provides supplemental financial assistance to school
districts/schools with a high percentage of children from low-income families, to provide
all children a significant opportunity to receive a fair, equitable, high-quality education
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and to close educational achievement gap. (Retrieved February 2, 2022, from
http://www.nysed.gov/essa/title-i-part-improving-basic-programs-operated-leas).
Underrepresentation. The disproportionate placement or identification of
minority students into special programs such as gifted education in percentages lower
than the overall student population (National Center for Education Statistics, 2022).
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW

Although CLED student populations in the United States have grown
exponentially in the last half-century, gifted and talented programs have failed to reflect
this diversity (Mun et al., 2020; Ford et al., 2014). Results from a meta-analysis of gifted
studies from 2002 to 2015 revealed that Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students
are approximately one-third as likely to be identified for gifted education as their White
and Asian counterparts (Hodges et al., 2018). Deficit views of the academic abilities of
diverse students contribute heavily to this issue as many of today’s educators are illequipped to handle the changing demography of schools; thus, educators operate from a
deficit model that focuses on remediation rather than exploring and enhancing the
positives (Baldwin, 2003).
Referrals or screening activities designed to identify which students should be
formally evaluated to determine gifted eligibility are usually the first step in identifying
gifted students. By relying primarily and solely on teachers to initiate the referral process,
schools give teachers substantial influence and power over the gifted identification of
English Language Learners, as students who are not referred will not have the chance to
be selected for gifted programs (Bernal, 2009). A referral is usually the first step in this
process, and teachers might not be trained to identify gifted students from diverse
backgrounds. Additionally, the lack of teacher referrals significantly contributes to the
underrepresentation of these students in gifted and advanced programs (Ford et al., 2021).
According to research conducted by Yaluma and Tyner (2018), students in high-poverty
schools, where most students of color attend, participated in gifted programs at
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approximately half the rate of pupils who attended low-poverty schools. Identifying
gifted students has traditionally required thorough testing of ability or achievement. The
tests have proven to be an area of contention, specifically for those advocating for
students underrepresented in gifted programming (Card & Giuliano, 2016).
According to Dai and Chen (2021), a significant area of contention in gifted
education is the notion of fixed giftedness. Those with a fixed mindset believe that their
students’ potential has been defined, measured, and chiseled in stone. The most common
is the gifted child model, which assumes that high-ability students can be located and
recognized through testing and behaviors and served by developing individual curricula
taught independently from the regular classroom (Dai & Chen, 2021; Peters, Parker, &
Mofield, 2017). Another widely held view is that due to the significant differences in
scores between groups, criticisms have been imposed against intelligence tests for being
culturally biased and against achievement tests for discriminating against culturally and
linguistically diverse students who may not have had appropriate educational experiences
(Ford, 2021). The dominant culture in the United States prioritizes discipline, order, and
convergent thinking. Identification practices such as teacher referral reflect these cultural
values (Ford et al., 2002), contributing to the underrepresentation of Black and Hispanic
students in gifted programs. Additionally, these identification methods have little to do
with a student’s intellectual ability. In the case of teacher referrals, a classroom teacher’s
alignment or misalignment of race plays a crucial role in affecting student identification
(Grissom & Redding, 2015).
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Gifted Education
One of the first federal definitions of gifted students appeared in the Marland
Report published in 1972, which stated the following:
Gifted and talented children are those identified by professionally qualified
persons who, by outstanding abilities, are capable of high performance. These are
children who require differentiated educational programs and/or services beyond
those normally provided by the regular school program in order to realize their
contribution to self and society (p. 9).
The concept of giftedness has evolved over time. Nevertheless, there was no one singular
way to describe or measure giftedness until the notion of individual differences was
presented. The field of gifted education has a relatively short history, particularly with
special education, the other field targeting exceptionalities. Despite its comparatively
short history, gifted education must frequently justify or defend its legitimacy, existence,
terminology, services, and the extent to which it equitably identifies and serves racially
and culturally different students and low-income students. (Callahan, 2018). Gifted
students usually include those with above-average ability in an academic field such as
language arts, mathematics, and science (Callahan, 2018). These students can also
include exceptional intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership skills (National
Association for Gifted Children [NAGC]). The number of gifted students in the world
and the United States is difficult to determine because it depends on the methods used to
identify them (NAGC).
Since gifted students learn faster than their peers of the same age, their teachers
need to differentiate instruction. Specifically, teachers need to adjust the level, depth, and

19

pace of their teaching to match these students’ abilities (Firmender, Reis, & Sweeny,
2013). Additionally, educators may need to include appropriate interventions, such as
parent education, counseling, and placement in a program designed for older students.
Many gifted students do not do well in school because they lack educational
opportunities resulting from poverty, cultural barriers, or discrimination (Kautz, 2017).
Such students need to be provided with additional support and placed in challenging
programs to have a chance to work at a level appropriate to their skills (NAGC, 2010).
Students with exceptional ability require special services to achieve their full academic
potential. School districts must not only identify gifted students, they must also provide
them with effective gifted education (Cross & Coleman, 2015).
It is not unusual for educators to believe that students from low-income families
or homes in which English is not the primary language can be given a challenging
curriculum that emphasizes and requires higher-level thinking. However, research by
Baldwin (2012) revealed that providing a high-powered, enriched curriculum and
scaffolding for advanced thinking and questioning skills—a gifted curriculum rather than
remediation and direct teaching—successfully raises the academic achievement of
learners of varying ability and socioeconomic levels. In 2012, The State Education
Commission conducted a review of research on the interactions between teachers’ beliefs
and expectations and student academic performance:
The expectations a teacher sets for an individual student can significantly affect
the student’s performance. Teachers’ expectations can for example be based on
student characteristics such as race ethnicity and family income level or indicators
of past performance. These expectations can cause teachers to differentiate
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behaviors toward individual students such that they set lower expectations for
some students provide briefer or no feedback on student errors and less positive
feedback after correct answers and grant students less time to answer questions all
of these teacher behaviors when repeated day in and day out over a year or
multiple school years can negatively impact student performance and ultimately
perpetuate the achievement gaps that plagued the American educational system.
(Education Commission of the States, 2012, p. 29)
The Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act (Javits) was first passed by
Congress in 1988 as part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and was most
recently reauthorized through the Every Student Succeeds Act to support the
development of talent in U.S. schools. The Javits Act, which is the only federal program
dedicated specifically to gifted and talented students, does not fund local gifted education
programs. Since the Jacob Javits Act (1988) recognized the need for supporting
underserved populations, slight improvement has been made in access to gifted
programming for Black and Hispanic students. These students remain underrepresented
in gifted education programs nationwide (Ford et al., 2021).
Teacher Perception and Expectation
Ricciardi et al. (2020) revealed that the intersection of poverty and race
significantly reduces the likelihood of identification and participation in gifted education.
Additionally, the research revealed that White and Latino students were more likely to be
identified as gifted than Black students, even controlling for poverty and early academic
performance. According to Jolly and Huges (2015), the academic excellence gap in the
United States falls right along racial and socioeconomic lines. Ford (2021) reported that
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Black and Hispanic students are underrepresented in gifted education programs by 50%
and 36%, respectively. In addition, teachers have significantly lower expectations for the
educational advancement of socioeconomically disadvantaged and racial minority
students (Boser, Wilhelm, & Hanna, 2014). Although a referral is usually the first step in
this process, the assumption is that the teacher has had the training to identify gifted
students from diverse backgrounds. Gifted students are different from their peers in many
ways, and they require extra effort and skills from their teachers. Therefore, assessing
teacher mindsets toward these students and gifted education can provide a more in-depth
understanding of teachers’ needs regarding the identification process (Akgül, 2021).
Moreover, it is imperative to consider the impact of teacher expectations on student
achievement. The work of Rosenthal and Jacobsen (1968), among others, shows that
teacher expectations influence student performance. High expectations positively affect
student performance, and conversely, low expectations negatively impact performance.
This phenomenon is described as the Pygmalion effect or the Rosenthal theory (Pintrich
& Schunk, 1996).
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) conducted a study involving teachers who
administered a test to their students to determine which students would flourish
intellectually and academically during the year. Rosenthal and Jacobsen then informed
the teachers of the names of 20% of the students in the school who were showing
“unusual potential for intellectual growth” and would bloom academically within the
year. Unknown to the teachers, these students were selected randomly without relation to
the initial test. When Rosenthal and Jacobson returned at the end of the school year to
administer the posttest, they discovered that the randomly selected students whom the
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teachers thought would bloom scored significantly higher than the rest of the class. The
experiment showed that teacher expectations worked as a self-fulfilling prophecy. When
teachers believed certain students were intellectually advanced, these students performed
at the expectation level of the teacher (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996).
A teacher’s perceptions reflect a particular view of a student’s characteristics or
traits, which may or may not be related to a student’s ultimate human capital investments
(Gershenson et al., 2016). Many teachers do not have high expectations for African
American and Latino students, treating them unsympathetically, dissuading their
achievement, and reprimanding them disproportionately. Research shows that there is
disproportionality in the way students are disciplined in school settings. African
American students are suspended from schools at a rate 2.3 times that of White students
(Raffaele, 2003). Moreover, non-Black teachers have significantly lower educational
expectations for Black students than Black teachers. For example, relative to teachers of
the same race and sex as the student, other race teachers were 12 percentage points less
likely to expect Black students to complete a four-year college degree (Gershenson et al.,
2016).
A study conducted by Irizarry (2015) seeks to examine how students’ cognitive
skills mediate and moderate the relationship between student race/ethnicity and teacher
perceptions. The research evaluated the bivariate relationship between student
race/ethnicity and teachers’ overall rating of literacy skills. Teachers were asked to
provide an overall rating of their students’ language and literacy skills compared with
other students of the same grade by selecting five answer options ranging from far below
average to far above average. Additionally, the researcher examined multivariate models
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to analyze how teachers’ perceptions vary by race/ethnicity. The results showed that nonWhite Latino (7.8%) and Black (10.6%) students are approximately twice as likely as
White (4.6%), Asian (3.3%), and White Latino (5.6%) students to be rated far below
average.
The overall distributions of teacher perceptions demonstrated that most White,
Asian and White Latino students receive either average or above-average literacy ratings.
In comparison, White Latino (6.6%) and non-White Latino students (7.7%) and Black
students (5.9%) were less likely to receive far above-average ratings. For non-White
Latino and Black students, ratings were weighted more heavily toward the lower end of
the distribution, suggesting that race affects a teacher’s assessments of student ability.
Additionally, the findings demonstrated how a teacher’s perception can impact the
evaluation of their students.
Teacher expectations might reflect a broader set of problems in the nation’s
education system (Segal, 2014). Teacher expectations are more predictive of student
success than other determinants such as student motivation. A study conducted by
Papageorge, Gershenson, and Kang (2020) revealed that students of teachers with high
expectations are three times more likely to graduate from college than students of
teachers with low expectations. Teachers themselves believe that their expectations can
affect student outcomes (Gershenson et al., 2016). In addition, research shows that
students frequently report favoring and responding positively to teachers who “believe in
their ability to succeed” (Brault, Janosz, & Archambault, 2014).

24

Identification of Giftedness
Definitions of what constitute students who are gifted and talented, as well as
what policies and procedures to identify these high-ability students, play a critical role in
determining which individuals actually receive gifted services. (McCain & Pfeiffer,
2012). A common issue surrounding giftedness and, more importantly, identification of
giftedness is the widely held beliefs about human intelligence that are not substantiated
by research. A study conducted by Warne and Burton (2020) surveyed teachers (n = 200)
and nonteachers (n = 351) about their beliefs on human intelligence and showed that
12.5% of teachers strongly disagreed that test bias is a cause of average test score gaps
between demographic groups. In addition, 59.5% of the teachers disagreed with the
statement that IQ tests are necessary measures of success in life outside of school.
Furthermore, the data revealed that both teachers and nonteachers are generally unaware
of the many findings in intelligence research. The results of this study mirrored the
findings of Heyder, Bergold, and Steinmayr (2018), which suggested that most teachers
had low levels of knowledge regarding the “nature, manifestation, and correlations of
intellectual giftedness.”
American schools typically identify gifted students (NAGC, 2019). Illustrations
of tools used for identification include intelligence and achievement tests, student
cumulative records, teacher observations, and referrals. A single test cannot gauge all the
aptitudes gifted students may have; a better method for identification is multiple
assessments. Additionally, to promote equity, teachers need to recognize that students
from cultural minority groups may exhibit giftedness differently than mainstream
students (Johnsen, 2009). In a study by Hodges (2018), the research found that over half
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of states highlighted intellectual and academic proficiency in their definitions of
giftedness. In addition, some gifted programs have been found to neglect gifted children
who do not show the cooperative, high-achieving behaviors some educators believe
students need to display to attend these programs (Hamilton et al., 2018; Kautz, 2017). To
encourage these students’ gifts, educators need to provide an atmosphere permitting them
to focus on their talents rather than their deficiencies.
Miller (2009) conducted a study to investigate teachers’ theories of giftedness
using a theory-based approach called centrality. The researcher sampled participants from
five school districts in urban and suburban areas of the Mid-Atlantic region of the United
States. Almost all the participants identified as White, and 50% of the participants
(n = 30) worked in affluent school districts. Research indicates that if students do not
demonstrate the characteristics that their teachers perceive as gifted, they are doubtful to
be recommended for gifted programs. Teachers’ beliefs are essential given their role in
deciding the kinds of students recommended for gifted programs.
Sigle et al. (2013) sought to explore administrator and teacher attitudes about
acceleration. The researchers surveyed 152 educators attending a summer conference
about gifted education. The questionnaire contained 31 statements regarding concerns
about accelerated students, 28 views on beliefs about acceleration, and 8 opinions on
different acceleration options. Of the educators surveyed, 80% were not concerned with
the adverse effects of acceleration on academic performance. Additionally, 91% did not
believe accelerated students would have difficulty with new content. Conversely,
emotional concerns and social concerns had a more disproportionate finding. Of the
teachers surveyed, 36% were undecided over whether accelerated students were

26

emotionally well adjusted, and 9% did not believe accelerated students were happy with
their lives. The researchers examined attitudes about grade skipping with stepwise
regression and found five concerns that accounted for 37% of the opinion variance. The
teachers who indicated they knew students needing acceleration were also optimistic
about grade skipping. The researchers found a positive relationship between educators’
number of years of experience and a positive attitude about grade skipping. This
demonstrates the significance of teachers’ years of experience related to their
understanding and perception of acceleration for gifted students.
One apparent gifted education program is the low percentage of
socioeconomically disadvantaged students enrolled in these programs and the results.
Current statistics showed that only 6.1% of students in high-poverty schools took part in
gifted programs, but 12.4% of those in low-poverty schools participated in gifted
education (Yaluma & Tyner, 2018). The evidence indicates that the academic gap
between these students and their more privileged peers would decrease if the percentage
of socioeconomically disadvantaged students of color in gifted programs expanded. In a
study conducted by VanTassel-Baska (2018), when a policy was implemented that
increased the percentage of low-income and Black and Hispanic children who
participated in gifted programs, it increased their’ self-confidence and developed their
communication skills more than if they had remained in regular classrooms. Card and
Giuliano (2016) concluded that participation in gifted classrooms helped Black and
Hispanic students make academic gains at a large urban school district. They indicated
that gifted programs could serve many high-achieving disadvantaged students at little or
no cost to other students.
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Another common misconception as it pertains to giftedness is the idea
surrounding inclusive programs. In a study conducted by Cross, Cross, and Finch (2010),
researchers examined supporters of gifted education (parents, teachers, coordinators,
counselors, administrators, and researchers; N = 341), two groups emerged from an
analysis of preferences for gifted education practice. One group of supporters preferred
that gifted students be taught in inclusive environments such as heterogeneous
classrooms with differentiated instruction or cluster groups, whereas the other group
preferred that they be served in self-contained classes. The researchers propose that these
preferences reflect the value of community versus individual achievement. Almost 100%
of the survey participants agreed that the primary purpose of gifted education is “to help
students with gifts and talents achieve their maximum potential,” but some believed that
this was best achieved in an exclusive setting rather than an inclusive one. According to
Peters, Gentry, Whiting, and McBee (2019), there is an ongoing assumption that gifted
students will learn under any circumstances and no additional support is needed. Based
on results of a qualitative study to survey district stakeholders, Castellano (2021)
recommended that all stakeholders should be made aware of students’ cultural differences
when planning a program to meet the academic needs of gifted students. In particular, all
stakeholders must have a vested commitment to ensuring equitable identification
practices for gifted education to build and sustain high-quality gifted programs for
underrepresented populations. Moreover, they must ensure that all gifted children have
access to the resources required to reach their full academic potential.
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Leadership in Gifted Education
To lessen the chance of bias, prejudice, or racism among students, faculty, and
staff, school leaders must construct a school culture that is equitable and studentcentered. Leadership is crucial when dealing with diversity and school leaders influence
school culture. (Horsford et al., 2011). The professional responsibility of academic
leaders is to move educators and all stakeholders in the organization to value cultures in
different ways while addressing systemic issues about organizational practices, policies,
and beliefs (Mun et al., 2020). Schools become more inclusive when leaders make
decisions that disrupt existing inequities (Scanlan & Lopez, 2014). Several gifted
students are not receiving the needed academic support through a relevant and rigorous
curriculum. This lack of support is even more problematic for gifted minority students
due to a proclivity for teachers to not identify them as gifted in the first place (Mun et al.,
2020). In affluent school districts, teachers have the necessary support, which is a stark
contrast to the lack of support in many low-income districts in some states.
Research on teaching in schools located in urban settings shows that teachers’
skills and beliefs are limited by the lack of available materials and administrative support
(Darling-Hammond, 2010). McHattan et al. (2010) conducted a study to examine
principals’ perceptions of their preparation, practice, and professional development to
adequately respond to the needs of students served in special and gifted education. The
survey instrument consisted of six subsections: (a) demographics; (b) preparation (i.e.,
level of preparation in specific activities and educational experiences); (c) practice (i.e.,
how often respondents participated in specific activities); and (d) perception of selfefficacy (i.e., participants perceived sense of efficacy in their ability to address various

29

issues related to special and gifted education. Participants reported a high sense of selfefficacy in the areas included in the survey, even though their school leadership
preparation programs minimally included unique and gifted education content. This
research is particularly relevant because school leaders are responsible for setting the tone
and climate for educators. They must be well-versed in gifted education to understand
how to best support teachers who cannot identify academically gifted students among
culturally diverse students.
Schools with a high poverty rate are often geared toward intervention rather than
enrichment, especially regarding professional development and resources (Huang &
Moon, 2009). According to Ford (2014), gifted leaders in education need to shift from
deficit orientation to dynamic thinking that recognizes cultural assets of African
American students (other culturally diverse students). Academic leaders must adopt
culturally responsive practices, theories, and instruments in the assessment of culturally
diverse gifted students. School leaders must make a call to action for a national agenda
serving the historically underserved gifted population (Johnsen, 2013). Social persuasion
alone does not lead to change; academic leadership must support teachers who believe
they have no control over the school environment (Khalifa, 2018).
In a study by Jones (2009), 26 superintendents were surveyed. To significantly
improve the number of low-income and culturally and linguistically different children
achieving at the highest levels in all grades, school districts must pay equivalent
awareness to their psychosocial needs and skills. These skills, connected with opportunity
and aid, will allow more students from low-income and culturally and linguistically
diverse backgrounds to thrive at the most elevated levels they are capable of achieving.
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Impediments to recognizing low-income, high-ability learners exist and are challenging.
The challenge of disproportionality is heightened because children of color and poverty
often attend schools with limited resources, and these schools may embody the pedagogy
of poverty—for example, a deficit approach to learning with didactic teacher direction;
limited student choice, enrichment, or exploration; and a focus on remediation (Coleman,
2015).
However, the challenge of disproportionate representation that schools face in
gifted education goes well beyond just identification decisions (Ford et al., 2018). The
challenge is to shift the education system toward an asset-based approach that supports
the expansion of excellence to all students, ensuring that each student receives an
appropriately stimulating and enriched education (Wright, Ford, & Young, 2017). This
requires the transformation of gifted programs and the way that schools assess students’
gifted potential, changing a system that, in essence, has been exclusionary of minority
students to one that is built on asset-based, culturally relevant teaching practices, and a
substantial commitment to nurturing the talents of all gifted students (Mun et al., 2020).
Leadership both at the building and district level is needed to support and effectuate
change in gifted education.
Conclusion
Gifted programs are less likely to be found in high-poverty districts; even when
these programs are funded in these districts, student enrollments are far smaller than in
low-poverty districts. In addition, Black and Hispanic pupils are underrepresented in
these programs. When high-achieving or high-potential poor and minority students have
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less access to gifted education than their peers, it widens the achievement gap and
promotes inequity in education.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODS AND PROCEDURES
The purpose of this study was to examine the teachers’ perception of their
students, giftedness identification, and administrative support in a suburban school
system with a high representation of Black and Hispanic students who are economically
disadvantaged based on teacher ethnicity and availability of gifted programming. The
study sought to examine the effect of school SES, teachers’ race, and the presence of a
gifted program on teachers’ perception of their students. The primary components of this
chapter include descriptions of the research design and rationale for the research, the
methodology for sampling, data collection, and quantitative analysis that was used in this
study. Ethical considerations are also discussed.
Research Questions
RQ1: Will there be a main and interaction effect of school SES and the existence
of gifted programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students,
perception of identification, and perception of administration support?
Hypothesis
Ho: There will be no main and interaction effect of school SES and the existence
of gifted programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students,
perception of identification, and perception of administrative support.
H1: There will be main and interaction effect of school SES and the existence of
gifted programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception
of identification, and perception of administrative support.
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RQ2: Will there be a main and interaction effect of school SES and race on
teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification,
and perception of administrative support?
Ho: There will be no main and interaction effect of school SES and race on
teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification,
and perception of administrative support.
H1: There will be main and interaction effect of school SES and race on teachers’
perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification, and
perception of administrative support.
Population
The population of this study consists of teachers who work in school districts in
Nassau County, New York with and without gifted programs. Nassau County is in
southern region of the state of New York, on western Long Island, and includes 56 public
school districts with 195,975 students enrolled in grades K–12 and 16,521 teachers in the
2020–2021 school year (“Nassau County School Districts,” 2021). The school districts
varied in terms of size, ethnicity, and SES. SES was measured based on the number of
students who were classified as economically disadvantaged from the New York State
Education Department website. It reports that five school districts in Nassau County,
Long Island are high needs and educate 93% Black and Latino students and 70% students
that live in poverty. These school districts are considered Title 1 schools due to the
funding that provides federal financial assistance to school districts with over 65% of
children from low-income households. Table 2 displays the demographics of the five
school districts.
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Table 1
Demographic Information for Title One Schools
District
Freeport
Total No. of Students

Hempstead

Rooseve

Westbu

Unionda

6,765

6,825

3,346

4,979

8,175

Black

22%

21%

44%

22%

35.5%

Hispanic/Latino

70%

75%

56%

74%

25.6%

White

6%

2%

0%

2%

20.3%

Multiracial

2%

1%

0%

0%

18.1%

Black

12%

15%

28%

15%

20%

Hispanic

54.%

52%

45%

64%

45%

2%

1%

0%

1%

1%

Multiracial

1.0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Total

69%

75%

73%

82%

68%

Enrolled
District Ethnicity

Economically
Disadvantaged

White

Retrieved from https://data.nysed.gov/
Sample
The sample was drawn for a population consisting of northeastern suburban
public school educators who belong to the Long Island Teacher Talk listserv, which is a
group of close to 5,000 certified teachers. This was a sample of convenience as the
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researcher had access to the listserv as a member of the group. Respondents who
completed the survey included teachers from all grade levels. From the resulting survey
data of present study, insights were drawn regarding teachers’ perceptions of giftedness.
In addition, conclusions were drawn regarding the effect of access to gifted programming
on teacher perception of giftedness. Because this quantitative method focused on
collecting data from teachers from several different schools in Nassau County in Long
Island, New York, it allowed the researcher to generalize information involving the
relationship between teachers’ perception of giftedness, race, access to giftedness
programming, and school SES.
Table 2
Demographic Information for Participants
Category

Number

Percentage

Black

114

38.3%

White

111

23.8%

Hispanic

71

23.8%

Early Childhood (PK–2)

66

22.1%

Elementary (1–5)

101

33.9%

Middle (6–8)

91

30.5%

Secondary (9–12)

40

13.4%

167

56.0%

Race

Grade Level Taught

Title 1 School
Yes
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No

131

44.0%

164

55.0%

Gifted Program
Yes
No

134

45.0%

Instrument
This study used a 47-item survey with 4 parts adapted from the Snapshot Survey
of Gifted Programming Effectiveness Factors: Using the National Gifted Teacher
Preparation Standards of NAGC Program Standards to Inform Practice. It examines how
teachers perceived giftedness as distributed across cultural and socioeconomic groups of
students. Although this survey had multiple parts, only four were used for this study. The
following sections were included: (a) “Demographics,” which asked basic demographic
questions of the respondent including race, years of teaching, grade level taught, school
SES status, and gifted programming; (b) “Perception of Students’ Potential” which
examined teachers’ beliefs about their students’ ability to succeed academically; (c)
“Gifted Identification,” which investigated teachers’ ratings of characteristics of
giftedness; and (d) “Perception of Administrative Support,” which examined teachers
beliefs about professional development, curriculum, and administrative support about
giftedness. The format of the survey is a 4-point Likert scale, which allows the
respondent to express how much they agree or disagree with an observed behavior: 1,
Strongly Agree; 2, Agree, 3, Disagree; and 4, Strongly Disagree. The mean score for each
factor area indicated the extent to teachers’ perception of giftedness.
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Three types of validity were addressed relative to the survey instrument: face
validity, content validity, and construct validity. Face validity refers to the extent to which
a test appears to measure what it claims to measure based on face value. The items on the
survey were amended from the description of the 11 factors in the book What works in
schools: Translating research into action (Marzano, 2003) utilizing the NAGC Program
Standards to Inform Practice; therefore, by definition, the survey has face validity.
Content validity refers to the extent to which the items in an instrument address the full
range of important aspects of the area being addressed. This survey only utilized 3 of the
11 factors as described in What works in schools; therefore, the instrument, by definition,
has content validity. Construct validity refers to the extent to which the items in an
instrument address the underlying latent factors within a domain. The typical procedure
for establishing construct validity is to conduct factor analysis on the items of the
instrument. The reliability of the Snapshot Survey was addressed by computing two types
of reliability coefficients: a split-half reliability coefficient and multiple Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients. The split-half reliability coefficient is appropriate when an instrument is
intended to assess more than one factor. Stated differently, split-half reliability is
appropriate when an instrument is not unidimensional, which is the case with the
Snapshot Survey. The split-half reliability was .91 (Marzano, 2003).
Because the researcher amended the survey, reliability analysis was carried out on
the perceived task values scale comprising 40 items. The amended survey had a
Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .71, indicating acceptable reliability. Table 3 presents the
results of the reliability analysis. An additional reliability analysis was carried out on each
subsection of the survey. Cronbach’s alpha showed that the following subscales reached
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acceptable reliability: (a) “Perception of Students’ Potential” (α = .73); (b) “Gifted
Identification” (α = .70); and (c) “Perception of Administrative Support” (α = .65).
Table 3
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Table for Total Score
Scale
Total Score

No. of Items

α

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

0

.71

.68

.74

Note. The lower and upper bounds of Cronbach's α were calculated using a 95.00% confidence
interval.

Procedures for Collecting Data
Study participants were educators who were employed in the 2020-2021 school
year by districts in Nassau County teaching grades K-12. Long Island Teacher Talk is a
group of almost 18,000 certified teachers. The purpose of this group is to discuss
pedagogy, current trends in education, and teacher support. Teachers who join this group
agree to have their email addresses added to this public listserv for the purpose of
communication and enrichment. The listserv for this community was the primary
distribution vehicle for the survey. The survey link was disseminated to teachers.
According to the methodological design of the study, the first question of the study asked
“Are you 18 years of age or older and currently an educator in Nassau County, NY?” If
the participant’s answer is no, the survey is terminated”? The written informed consent
was online and combined with the SurveyMonkey access link. It was provided via a web
link through SurveyMonkey to those who indicate a desire to be included in the study.
Next, the link to the SurveyMonkey questionnaire was provided. The informed consent
provided a description of the study and the specific assurance of anonymity because
SurveyMonkey does not provide the participant’s personal identification information. A
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reminder notification was posted to the page 1.5 weeks through the data collection period
to encourage the teachers to complete the survey and attempt to increase the response
rates.
Institutional Review Board
The National Institutes of Health (NIH) training was completed in July 2019. All
documentation for the St. John’s University Institutional Review Board (IRB) was
completed before distributing any surveys. The researcher submitted an IRB packet
including the application page, NIH certificate, a copy of the survey instrument, and
consent letters distributed to classroom teachers. Official IRB approval was granted on
August 8th, 2020.
Survey Distribution
The researcher created a survey link for classroom teachers using Survey Monkey.
Survey Monkey was used due to the researcher’s experience using the surveying tool and
its ability to quickly send links to personal email addresses. The following demographic
information was included: gender, race, type of school they work in, years of experience,
grade level taught, and whether their district had a gifted program. The name of the
school and district wert not required in the survey to safeguard personal information
being used as part of data analysis.
Coding
Once the data collection period ended, the researcher downloaded survey data
from SurveyMonkey into Microsoft Excel spreadsheets to begin the data coding process.
The researcher coded the data from nominal to numerical. For instance, when classifying
gender, the researcher coded “1” for males and “2” for females. Furthermore, when
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coding questions on a Likert scale, the researcher coded the range of statements from
Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree to a scale of 1 to 4. Once data were coded in
Microsoft Excel, the researcher transferred the information into Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) to run descriptive and inferential statistics.
Research Ethics
Informed consent was explained and obtained via the opening page of the survey.
On this page, the participants were provided information detailing the study, voluntary
participation, risks of participation, and confidentiality of information. The data collected
was anonymous (i.e., no identifying information was included) with no attempt to
identify it to a particular participant of the study. To continue with the survey, participants
were required to acknowledge that they have read and understood the informed consent
page and that they meet the survey criteria.
Research Design
A nonexperimental design was chosen for this study to determine the relationship
between school SES and the existence of gifted programs on teachers’ perception of
giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification, and perception of
administrative support. Furthermore, the nonexperimental design was used to investigate
if a significant difference existed among teachers’ perceptions of giftedness, perception of
students, perception of identification, and perception of administrative support based on
their race and school SES status. According to Creswell (2009), a correlational study was
needed due to the need to determine perceptions of classroom teachers rather than
develop a theory.
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Data Analysis
Descriptive Analysis
For this proposed study, descriptive statistical analysis was performed on the
sample demographic data. Means and standard deviations were calculated for each
categorical independent variable.
Inferential Analysis
Both research questions and hypotheses were answered through a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA). This test was chosen to determine the extent to which a
difference existed among teachers’ perceptions of giftedness based on the schools’ SES
status, availability of gifted programs, and teacher race. A MANOVA was appropriate for
this study due to the presence of one categorical independent variable and two continuous
dependent variables (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarion, 2012). For the first research question,
the categorical independent variables were school SES (schools with or without Title 1
designations) and availability of gifted programs (schools with or without gifted
programs). For the second research question, the categorical independent variables were
the school’s SES status and the race of the teacher, the latter of which had three groups:
African American, Hispanic, and White. The dependent variables remained the same for
both questions, teachers’ self-reported scores on the Perception of Giftedness survey and
its three subscores: perception of students, perception of identification, and perception of
administrative support. For both research questions, an analysis of the main and
interaction effects of the independent variables on the four dependent variables was
conducted.
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The assumptions of multivariate normality, homogeneity of covariance matrices,
multivariate outliers, and absence of multicollinearity were assessed. Multivariate
normality assumes that every linear combination of the residuals of the MANOVA
follows a univariate normal distribution. Multivariate normality was assessed graphically
by plotting the Mahalanobis distances of the residuals against the quantiles of a χ2distribution (Field, 2017; DeCarlo, 1997). The homogeneity of covariance matrices
assumes that covariance matrices for each within-group are equal. Box’s M test was used
to examine this assumption. Multivariate outliers were determined by calculating
Mahalanobis distances on the residuals (Newton & Rudestam, 2012) and comparing the
distances to the .999 quantile of a χ2-distribution with the degrees of freedom being n-1,
where n is the number of measurements conducted on the dependent variable. Absence of
multicollinearity requires that the dependent variables are not too highly correlated
(|r| > .9) with each other. Pearson correlations were conducted for each pair of the
dependent variables to examine multicollinearity. MANOVA assesses whether mean
differences among groups on a combination of dependent variables are likely to have
occurred by chance. The MANOVA creates a linear combination of the dependent
variables to create a grand mean and assesses whether there are group differences on the
set of dependent variables. The MANOVA applied the F-test to determine if there are any
significant differences at a significance level (α = .05). If significant differences were
found, then an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted for each dependent
variable.
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Reliability and Validity of the Research Design
One threat to the internal validity of this study is the fact that the research is based
on a self-report questionnaire. This could potentially reflect the participants’ desire to
“appear highly effective” and thus impact the study’s internal validity (Chen, Gully, &
Eden, 2000). The research questions about pedagogy and expectation of students (i.e.,
students’ ability to succeed academically, graduate college, teachers’ ability to
differentiate instruction) and thus the participant responses may be tainted by social
desirability (i.e., thinking highly of economically disadvantaged students). Participants
were informed of their anonymity at the beginning of the study to mitigate the threat
mentioned above. Another threat to the internal validity of this study is that the researcher
used convenience sampling and was unable to employ random sampling. Convenience
sampling is defined as a method of collecting market research data from a conveniently
available pool of respondents (Chen et al., 2000).
A random sample is a group or set chosen from a larger population that allows
each member of the larger group to have an equal chance of being chosen (Chen et al.,
2000). A random sample is intended to be an unbiased representation of the larger
population. Study results grounded on random samples are considered generalizable.
However, random sampling does not guarantee generalizability (Chen et al., 2000).
Conclusion
The goal of this chapter was to outline the research method used to answer the
research questions. A discussion of the procedure, study participants, data collection, and
interview questions outlined the specifics of how the study was conducted and who
participated in the study. A quantitative survey methodology was used to consider
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correlations between teachers’ perception of gifted students in a suburban school system
with a high representation of minorities and students who are economically
disadvantaged based on teacher ethnicity and availability of gifted programming.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to analyze the effect of school SES, presence of
gifted programs, and teacher’s ethnicity on teachers’ perception of their students’
potential, giftedness identification, and administrative support in a suburban school
system with a high representation of minorities and students who are economically
disadvantaged. Two MANOVA tests were conducted utilizing SPSS Version 25.0.0.0
statistical software. Each of the two research questions and associated results is discussed
separately.
Research Question 1: Will there be a main and interaction effect of school SES
and the existence of gifted programs on teachers’ perception of students’ potential,
perception of giftedness identification, and perception of administrative support?
Null Hypotheses
Ho: There will be no main and interaction effect of school SES and the existence
of gifted programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students,
perception of giftedness identification, and perception of administrative support.
H1: There will be main and interaction effect of school SES and the existence of
gifted programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential,
perception of identification, and perception of administrative support.
Descriptive Statistics
First, the data were checked for coding errors, missing values, and other mistakes.
Next, a series of descriptive statistics were calculated, including minimum scores,
maximum scores, means, and standard deviations, to simplify the data in a meaningful
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way and determine if any patterns emerged. Table 5 summarizes the mean, standard
deviation, and sample size for each of the continuous dependent variables (teacher’s
perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification, and
perception of administrative support) across each level of the two categorical independent
variables (school SES and gifted program availability).
Table 4
Mean and Standard Deviation of Teacher Perception of Giftedness, Students, Giftedness
Identification and Administrative Support, and Total by School SES and Existence of
Gifted Program
School SES Gifted program
High
(non–Title
1)

Teacher perception of
giftedness

Low
(Title 1)

Total

Teacher perception of
students

High
(non–Title
1)
Low
(Title 1)

Mean

SD

N

Absent

88.1944

8.93110

72

Present

87.7288

7.90641

59

Total

87.9847

8.45621

131

Absent

80.6452

5.77756

62

Present

81.2476

5.23630

105

Total

81.0240

5.43411

167

Absent

84.7015

8.49505

134

Present

83.5793

7.03365

164

Total

84.0839

7.73181

298

Absent

28.1389

5.32416

72

Present

28.8136

4.36473

59

Total

28.4427

4.90864

131

Absent

24.2742

3.65822

62
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Total

Present

25.3429

3.22797

105

Total

24.9461

3.42256

167

Absent

26.3507

5.00114

134

Present

26.5915

4.02723

164

Total

26.4832

4.48507

Mean

SD

N

Absent

33.9306

3.93728

72

Present

32.9322

3.84109

Total

33.4809

3.91123

Absent

33.0645

3.48708

Present

30.3810

4.83254

Total

31.3772

4.55967

Absent

33.5299

3.74706

134

Present

31.2988

4.65389

164

Total

32.3020

4.40570

298

Absent

26.1250

3.52831

72

Present

25.9831

3.24033

59

Total

26.0611

3.38948

131

Absent

23.3065

3.02768

62

Present

25.5238

3.89056

105

Total

24.7006

3.74249

167

Absent

24.8209

3.58328

134

School SES Gifted program
High
(non–Title
1)

Teacher Perception of
Identification

Low
(Title 1)

Total

High
(non–Title
1)
Teacher perception of
administration support

Low
(Title 1)

Total

48

298

59
131
62
105
167

Present

25.6890

3.66641

164

Total

25.2987

3.64891

298

MANOVA
Assumptions
Prior to running the MANOVA analysis, the assumptions were tested to ensure
that the data met the assumptions. The observations were independent as the sample that
was used for the current study was random and no relationship existed between
participants.
Multivariate Normality. To assess the assumption of multivariate normality, the
squared Mahalanobis distances were calculated for the model residuals and plotted
against the quantiles of a Chi-square distribution (DeCarlo, 1997; Field, 2017). In the
scatterplot, the solid line represents the theoretical quantiles of a normal distribution.
Multivariate normality can be assumed if the points form a relatively straight line. Strong
deviations could indicate that the parameter estimates are unreliable and multivariate
normality cannot be assumed. The scatterplot for normality is presented in Figure 4.
Figure 4
Chi-square Q-Q plot for Squared Mahalanobis Distances of Model Residuals to Test
Multivariate Normality

49

Homogeneity of Covariance Matrices.
To examine the assumption of homogeneity of covariance matrices, Box’s M test
2

was conducted. The results were significant based on an alpha value of .05 (χ [18] =
88.76, p < .001), indicating that the covariance matrices for each group of Title 1 Schools
and Gifted Program were significantly different from one another and that the assumption
was not met.
Multivariate Outliers. To identify influential points in the model residuals,
2

Mahalanobis distances were calculated and compared to a χ distribution (Newton &
Rudestam, 2012). An outlier was defined as any Mahalanobis distance that exceeds
2

16.27, the .999 quantile of a χ distribution with 3 degrees of freedom (Kline, 2015).
Absence of Multicollinearity.A correlation matrix was calculated to examine
multicollinearity between the dependent variables. All variable combinations had
correlations of less than .9 in absolute value, indicating the results are unlikely to be
significantly influenced by multicollinearity. The correlation matrix of the three
dependent variables are presented in Table 6.
Table 5
Pearson Correlation Coefficients of Teacher’s Perceptions of Giftedness, Student,
Identification, and Support
Giftedness

Student

Student

.813**

Identification

.499**

.111

Support

.517**

.360**

Note. **p < .01
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Identification

−.287**

Results
A significant main effect of school SES (F [3, 292] = 24.53, p < .001, V [Pillai’s
trace] =.201) on the combined variables was identified, indicating that teachers’
perception of giftedness students, identification, and administrative support were
significantly different between schools of low SES (Title 1) and schools of high SES
(non–Title 1). In addition, a statistically significant main effect of gifted programs on the
combined dependent variables (teacher perception of giftedness, perception of students,
perception of identification, and perception of administrative support) was found (F [3,
292] = 6.02, p < .001, V [Pillai’s trace] = .058). This result indicated that teachers in
schools with gifted programs exhibited significantly higher perceptions of giftedness,
student potential, identification, and administrative support than teachers in schools
without gifted programs. Furthermore, a statistically significant interaction effect was
found between school SES and gifted program on the combined dependent variables
(teacher perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential, perception of
identification, and perception of administrative support; F [3, 292] = 2.92, p = .034, V
(Pillai’s trace) = .029). Pillai’s trace was chosen to test this statistic because the data
violated the homogenous variance assumption (Górecki & Smaga, 2017). The MANOVA
results are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6
MANOVA Results for Teachers’ Perception of Giftedness, Perception of Students’
Potential, Perception of Identification, and Perception of Administrative Support by
Schools’ SES and Gifted Program
Variable

Pillai's Trace

F

Value

Hypothesis

Error df

Sig.

df

Intercept

.994

16086.986

3.000

292.000

.000

SES

.201

24.538

3.000

292.000

.000

GP

.058

6.022

3.000

292.000

.001

SES * GP

.029

2.929

3.000

292.000

.034

To further examine the effects of school SES and gifted program on teachers’
perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification, and
perception of administration support, an ANOVA was conducted to examine the main and
interaction effects of the independent variables on each dependent variable. The ANOVA
was examined based on an alpha value of .05.
Effect of School SES
A statistically significant main effect of school SES on teachers’ perception of
giftedness was exhibited (F [1, 294] = 72.26, p = .000, η2 = .197). The unique variance
that can be explained by school SES on teachers’ perception of giftedness is large
(19.7%). Teachers in low-SES (Title 1) schools reported significantly lower perception of
giftedness scores (M = 80.65, SD = 5.77) than teachers in high-SES (non–Title 1) schools
(M = 88.19, SD = 8.93). A statistically significant main effect of school SES on the
perception of students’ score was identified (F [1, 294] = 55.81, p < .001, η2 = .160). The
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unique variance that can be explained by school SES on teachers’ perception of students
is large (16.0%). Teachers in low-SES (Title 1) schools reported significantly lower
perception of student scores (M = 24.94, SD = 3.42) than teacher in high-SES (non–Title
1) schools (M = 28.44, SD = 4.90). A statistically significant main effect of school SES on
the perception of identification score was observed (F [1, 294] = 11.85, p < .001, η2
= .39). The unique variance that can be explained by school SES on teachers’ perception
of identification is large (39.0%). Teachers in low-SES (Title 1) schools reported
significantly lower perception of identification scores (M = 31.37, SD = 3.91) than
teachers in high-SES (non-Title-1) schools (M = 33.48, SD = 4.55). A statistically
significant main effect of school SES on the perception of administrative support score
was identified (F [1, 294] = 15.42, p < .001, η2 = .050). Teachers in low-SES (Title 1)
schools reported significantly lower perception of administrative support scores
(M = 24.70, SD = 3.74) than teachers in high-SES (non–Title 1) schools (M = 26.06, SD =
3.38). The results are presented in Table 7.
Table 7
Between Subjects Effect of School SES on Teacher Perception of Giftedness, Students,
Identification and Administrative Support
Variable
Teacher’s
perception of
giftedness

Group

Mean

SD

High SES

87.98

8.45

Low SES

81.02

5.43

High SES

28.44

4.90

F (1, 294)
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p

2

η

MD

SE

72.26

.000 .197

7.01

.825

55.81

.001 .160

3.66

.491

Perception of

Low SES

24.94

3.42

High SES

33.48

3.91

identification

Low SES

31.37

4.55

Perception of

High SES

26.06

3.38

Low SES

24.70

3.74

students

Perception of

administrative
support

11.85

.001 .039

1.709

.496

15.42

.001 .050

1.639

.417

Effect of Gifted Program Availability
No statistically significant main effect was observed with the presence of gifted
programs on teachers’ perception of giftedness (p = .934) and perception of
students (p = .077). However, a statistically significant main effect was identified with the
presence of gifted programs on perception of identification score (F [1, 294] =
13.76, p < .001, η2 = .045). The unique variance that can be explained by the presence of
gifted programs on perception of identification score was small (4.5%). Teachers in
schools without a gifted program reported a significantly higher perception of gifted
identification scores (M = 33.52, SD = 3.74) than teachers in schools with a gifted
program (M = 31.29, SD = 4.65). A statistically significant main effect of the presence of
gifted program on the perception of administrative support score was found (F [1, 294] =
6.18, p < .001, η2 = .050). The unique variance that can be explained by the presence of
gifted programs on the perception of administrative score was small (5.0%). Teachers in
schools without a gifted program reported significantly lower perception of
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administrative support scores (M = 24.82, SD = 3.58) than teachers in schools with a
gifted program (M = 25.68, SD = 3.66). The results are presented in Table 8.
Table 8
Between Subjects Effect of Gifted Programs on Teacher Perception of Giftedness,
Students, Identification and Administrative Support
Variable
Teacher’s

Gifted
Programs

Mean

SD F (1, 294)

Absent

84.70 8.49

Present

83.57 7.03

Perception of

Absent

26.35 5.00

students

Present

26.59 4.02

Perception of

Absent

33.93 3.93

identification

Present

32.93 3.84

Perception of

Absent

24.82 3.58

Present

25.68 3.66

perception of
giftedness

administrative
support

p

2

η

MD

SE

.007

.934 .000

.068

.825

3.15

.077 .011

.872

.491

13.76

.000 .045

1.84

.496

6.18

.013 .021

1.03

.417

Interaction Effect of School SES and Gifted Program
A statistically significant interaction effect of school SES and gifted programs on
the perception of the administrative score was identified (F [1, 294] = 7.98, p = .005,
2

η = .026). No statistically significant interaction effect of school SES and gifted
programs on the teachers’ perception of giftedness, students, and identification was
observed. The results are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9
Interaction Effects of Gifted Program and School SES on Teacher Perception of
Giftedness, Students, Identification and Administrative Support
Variable

Teacher perception
of giftedness

Perception of
students

Perception of
identification

Perception of
administrative
support*

School SES

Gifted Programs

Mean

SE

High

Absent

88.19

.818

(non–Title 1)

Present

87.72

.904

Absent

80.64

.882

Present

81.24

.678

High

Absent

28.13

.487

(non–Title 1)

Present

28.81

.538

Absent

24.27

.525

Present

25.34

.403

High

Absent

33.93

.492

(non–Title 1)

Present

32.93

.544

Absent

33.06

.530

Present

30.38

.408

High

Absent

26.12

.414

(non–Title 1)

Present

25.98

.457

Absent

23.30

.446

Present

25.52

.343

Low (Title 1)

Low (Title 1)

Low (Title 1)

Low (Title 1)

Note. *Significant interaction effect, p < .05
Research Question 2: Will there be a main and interaction effect of school SES
and race on teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential,
perception of identification, and perception of administrative support?
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Hypotheses
Ho: There will be no main and interaction effect of school SES and race on
teachers’ perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential, perception of
identification, and perception of administrative support.
H1: There will be main and interaction effect of school SES and race on teachers’
perception of giftedness, perception of students’ potential, perception of identification,
and perception of administrative support.
Descriptive Statistics
A series of descriptive statistics were calculated, including minimum scores,
maximum scores, means, and standard deviations. Table 10 summarizes the means,
standard deviations, and sample sizes for the dependent variables (teachers’ perception of
giftedness, perception of student potential, perception of gifted identification, and
perception of administration support) across each level of the two independent variables
(school SES and race)
Table 10
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Number of Teachers’ Perception of Giftedness Perception
of Students’ Potential, Gifted Identification, and Administrative Support by Schools’ SES
and Race
SES

Teacher perception of
giftedness

High (non–
Title 1)

Low (Title 1)

Race

Mean

SD

N

Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White

88.6506
86.8000
86.6190
87.9847
85.5484
79.9348
80.0222

8.37888
10.44829
6.32041
8.45621
7.59315
3.17212
4.66875

83
25
23
131
31
46
90
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Total

High (non–
Title 1)

Perception of students’
Low (Title 1)
potential

Total

SES
High (non–
Title 1)

Perception of
identification

Low (Title 1)

High (non–
Title 1)

Perception of
administrative support

Low (Title 1)
High (non–
Title 1)

Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total

81.0240
87.8070
82.3521
81.2703
84.0839
28.3253
28.2400
29.2381
28.4427
27.8065
24.1304
24.3778
24.9461
28.1842
25.5775
25.2973
26.4832

5.43411
8.25680
7.40289
5.62453
7.73181
5.04156
5.34852
4.07314
4.90864
4.23020
2.89527
2.83865
3.42256
4.82172
4.37088
3.63217
4.48507

167
114
71
111
298
83
25
21
131
31
46
90
167
114
71
111
298

Race

Mean

SD

N

Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total
Black
Hispanic

34.3735
31.9600
31.5238
33.4809
33.1613
29.1304
31.9111
31.3772
34.0439
30.1268
31.8378
32.3020
25.9518
26.6000
25.8571
26.0611
24.5806
26.6739

3.19951
4.76515
4.35453
3.91123
3.46503
5.14072
4.16687
4.55967
3.30296
5.16009
4.18556
4.40570
3.53348
3.10913
3.36579
3.38948
3.33441
3.97802

83
25
21
131
31
46
90
167
114
71
111
298
83
25
21
131
31
46
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Total

White
Total
Black
Hispanic
White
Total

23.7333
24.7006
25.5789
26.6479
24.1351
25.2987

3.37805
3.74249
3.51959
3.67267
3.46275
3.64891

90
167
114
71
111
298

Assumptions
Prior to running the analysis, the MANOVA assumptions were tested to ensure
that data met the criteria for analysis. The observations were independent as the sample
that was used for the current study was random and there was no relationship between
participants.
Multivariate Normality. To assess the assumption of multivariate normality, the
squared Mahalanobis distances were calculated for the model residuals and plotted
against the quantiles of a Chi-square distribution (DeCarlo, 1997; Field, 2017). In the
scatterplot, the solid line represents the theoretical quantiles of a normal distribution.
Multivariate normality can be assumed if the points form a relatively straight line. Strong
deviations could indicate that the parameter estimates are unreliable and multivariate
normality cannot be assumed. The scatterplot for normality is presented in Figure 5
Figure 5
Chi-square Q-Q plot for Squared Mahalanobis Distances of Model Residuals to Test
Multivariate Normality
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Homogeneity of Covariance Matrices.To examine the assumption of
homogeneity of covariance matrices, Box's M test was conducted. The results were
significant based on an alpha value of .05 (χ2[30] = 211.29, p < .001), indicating that the
covariance matrices for each group of school SES and race were significantly different
from one another and that the assumption was violated. As a result, Pillai’s trace was
chosen to test this statistic (Górecki & Smaga, 2017).
Results
A statistically significant main effect of race on the combined dependent
variables was identified (F [6, 582] = 7.028, p < .001, V [Pillai's trace] = .135), indicating
that teacher perception of giftedness, perception of students' potential, perception of gifted
identification, and perception of administrative support were significantly different
between White, Black, and Hispanic teachers. In addition, a statistically significant main
effect of school SES on the combined dependent variables (F [3, 290] = 13.835, p < .001,
V [Pillai's trace] = .125). This result indicated that teacher perception of giftedness,
perception of students’ potential, perception of gifted identification, and perception of
administrative support was significantly different between teachers from high-SES (non–
Title 1) and low-SES (Title 1) schools. Furthermore, a statistically significant interaction
effect was identified between school SES and race on the combined dependent variables
(F [6, 582] = 3.53, p = .002, V [Pillai’s trace] = .070), indicating that teacher perception of
giftedness, perception of students’ potential, perception of gifted identification, and
perception of administrative support was significantly different between the factor level
combinations of race and school SES. The MANOVA results are presented in Table 11.
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Table 11
Multivariate Tests on the Main and Interaction Effects of Schools SES and Teachers’
Race on Teachers’ Total Perception of Student Potential, Gifted Identification and
Administrative Support

Intercept

Pillai’s trace
value
.993

Error df

p

2856.469

Hypothesis
df
3.000

290.000

.000

SES

.125

13.835

3.000

290.000

<.001

RACE

.135

7.028

6.000

582.000

<.001

SES * RACE

.070

3.53

6.000

582.000

.002

Variable

F

To further examine the effects of school SES and race on teachers’ perception of
giftedness, perception of student potential, perception of gifted identification, and
perception of administration support, an ANOVA was conducted to examine the main and
interaction effects of the independent variables on each dependent variable. The ANOVA
and post hoc tests were performed using an alpha value of .05.
Effect of Teacher’s Ethnicity
A statistically significant main effect of race on teachers’ perception of giftedness,
(F [2, 292] = 8.152, p < .001, η2 = .053). The unique variance that can be explained by
race on teachers’ perception of giftedness was small (5.3%). Post hoc tests revealed that
Black teachers reported a significantly higher perception of giftedness (M = 87.80, SD =
8.25) than Hispanic teachers (M = 82.35, SD = 7.40) and White teachers (M =
81.41, SD = 5.68). No significant difference in teachers’ perception of giftedness was
observed between Hispanic and White teachers. However, a statistically significant main
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effect of race on the perception of students’ potential score was identified (F [2, 292] =
4.55, p = .011, η2 = .030). The unique variance that can be explained by race on teachers’
perception of students’ potential is small (3.0%). Black teachers reported a significantly
higher perception of students’ potential (M = 28.18, SD = 4.82) than Hispanic teachers
(M = 25.57, SD = 4.37) and White teachers (M = 25.33, SD = 3.62). No significant
difference in teacher’s perception of students’ potential was found between Hispanic and
White teachers. However, a statistically significant main effect of race on the perception
of identification score was observed (F [2, 292] = 12.04, p < .001, η2 = .076). The unique
variance that can be explained by race on teachers’ perception of identification was
medium (7.6%). Black teachers reported a significantly higher perception of
identification (M = 34.04, SD = 3.30) than Hispanic teachers (M = 30.12, SD = 5.16) and
White teachers (M = 31.91, SD = 4.19). No significant difference in teachers’ perception
of identification was found between Hispanic and White teachers.
A statistically significant main effect of race on the perception of administrative
support score was identified (F [2, 292] = 5.12, p = .007, η2 = .034). The unique variance
that can be explained by race on teachers’ perception of support was small (3.4%).
Hispanic teachers reported a significantly higher perception of administrative support
(M = 26.63, SD = 3.63) than Black teachers (M = 25.57, SD = 3.74) and White teachers
(M = 24.16, SD = 3.44). No significant difference in perception of administration support
was found between Black and White teachers. These results are presented in Table 12 and
Table 13.
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Table 12
Between-Subject Effects of Race on Teacher Perception of Giftedness, Students Potential,
Gifted Identification, and Administrative Support
Variable

Race

Mean

SD

Black

87.80

8.25

Hispanic

82.35

7.40

White

81.41

5.68

Black

28.18

4.82

Hispanic

25.57

4.37

White

25.33

3.62

Black

34.04

3.30

Hispanic

30.12

5.16

White

31.91

4.19

Perception of

Black

25.57

3.74

administrative

Hispanic

26.63

3.63

White

24.16

3.44

Teachers’ perception
of giftedness

Perception of
students’ potential

Perception of
identification

support
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F (2,

2

p

η

<.001

.053

.011

.030

12.04

<.001

.076

5.12

.007

.034

292)

8.152

4.55

Table 13
Between-Subject Effects of SES and Race
Variable

Teachers’ perception of
giftedness

Perception of students’
potential

Perception of gifted
identification

Perception of
administrative support

(A) Race

(B) Race

(A-B)

SD

Black

Hispanic

3.73*

1.10

Black

White

3.65*

1.06

White

Hispanic

.079

1.15

Black

Hispanic

1.88*

.657

Black

White

1.33*

.634

White

Hispanic

.547

.688

Black

Hispanic

3.22*

.667

Black

White

1.85*

.644

White

Hispanic

1.36

.699

Black

Hispanic

1.37*

.567

Black

White

.465

.548

White

Hispanic

1.83*

.594

Note. * p<.05
Interaction Effect Teacher’s Ethnicity and School SES
A statistically significant interaction effect of school SES and teacher’s race on
the perception of students’ potential score was identified (F [2,292] = 6.502, p = .002,
η2 = .043). However, no significant interaction effects on teacher’s perception of
giftedness, gifted identification, or administrative support were found. These results are
presented in Table 14.
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Table 14
Between-Subject Effects of SES and Race
Variable

School SES
High (non–

Teacher

Title 1)

perception of
giftedness

Low (Title 1)

High (non–
Perception of

Title 1)

students’ potential
Low (Title 1)

High (non–
Perception of

Title 1)

identification
Low (Title 1)

High (non–
Perception of

Title 1)

administrative
support

Low (Title 1)

Race

Mean

SE

Black

88.65

.741

Hispanic

86.80

1.35

White

86.87

1.40

Black

85.54

1.21

Hispanic

79.93

.996

White

80.02

.712

Black

28.32

.443

Hispanic

28.24

.807

White

29.08

.841

Black

27.80

.725

Hispanic

24.13

.595

White

24.37

.425

Black

34.37

.450

Hispanic

31.96

.820

White

31.91

.854

Black

33.16

.736

Hispanic

29.13

.604

White

31.91

.432

Black

25.95

.382

Hispanic

26.60

.697

White

25.87

.727

Black

24.58

.626

Hispanic

26.674

.514

White

23.733

.367
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CHAPTER 5 DISUCSSION
The purpose of this nonexperimental study was to examine teachers’ perception of
their students’ potential, giftedness identification, and administrative support in a
suburban school system with a high representation of minorities and students who are
economically disadvantaged based on teacher ethnicity and the availability of gifted
programming. MANOVA revealed a significant main effect of school socioeconomic
status indicating that teachers’ perception of giftedness was significantly different
between schools of high poverty (Title 1), schools of low poverty (non-Title 1), and
teacher ethnicity. A discussion of the study’s findings follows below.
Research Question One
The first research question investigated whether teachers’ perceptions of
giftedness, students, gifted identification, and administrative support differed by school
SES and access to gifted programs. One of the most significant findings that emerged
from this study is that teachers who work in low-SES schools (Title 1) have significantly
lower perception of giftedness, perception of students, perception of identification, and
perception of administrative support than teachers who work in high-SES schools (non–
Title 1). The present study supports the existing research suggesting that students who
attend high-poverty area schools or students in the lowest SES groups are more likely to
be taught by teachers who have less than favorable expectations or beliefs regarding their
students’ abilities to achieve academically (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015; Heckman, 2006). In
addition, a teacher’s perception, expectation, and race can impede their ability to see
students as gifted, especially in a high-poverty school (McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012).
Teachers must have the ability to recognize biases, inequities, and oppressive ideologies
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to eradicate inequities in education (Gorski, 2016). Contrary to expectations, this study
did not find a significant difference between the presence or absence of gifted programs
on teacher perception of giftedness and perception of student scores in both high- and
low-SES schools. The present findings support the findings of Gershenson et al. (2016)
showing that although students in high-poverty schools may have access to gifted
programs, ultimately teacher perception and expectation play a more substantial role in
identifying gifted students.
Unexpectedly, teachers in schools without a gifted program reported a
significantly higher perception of gifted identification scores than teachers in schools
with a gifted program. A possible explanation for this result is that the presence of a
gifted program does not automatically suggest that teachers are training to identify
giftedness. Conversely, the absence of a gifted program does not suggest that teachers are
unable to identify giftedness. Another possible reason is that the analysis did not separate
the respondents into gifted vs. nongifted teachers. If the researcher had compared
nongifted teachers from nongifted schools to gifted teachers from gifted schools, the
gifted teachers from gifted schools would have had a higher score. It is possible the
scores from gifted schools are lower because the respondents from those schools did not
include any gifted teachers.
Another relevant finding was that teachers in schools without a gifted program
reported a significantly lower perception of administrative support scores than teachers in
schools with a gifted program. According to Borman and Dowling (2008), administrative
support can be defined as “assisting teachers with issues such as discipline, instructional
methods, curriculum and adjusting to the school environment.” Administrators who lack
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the experience in gifted education may not be able to support teachers in that capacity.
Grantham (2012) called for more consistency in leadership and an increase in awareness
about equitable instructional practices in gifted education. These results also support the
findings of Geiger and Pivovarova (2018), who stated that to ultimately improve school
climate and increase student achievement, school leadership must support teachers with
opportunities for ongoing professional development and mentorship. Previous research
suggests that teachers do not receive adequate training in special student populations’
characteristics and unique needs during their undergraduate teacher preparation programs
(Margot & Melin, 2021). New teachers frequently enter classrooms with limited
preservice knowledge and experience in addressing the needs of gifted students (Sayi,
2018).
According to Standard 6 in the National Standards in Gifted and Talented
Education, one of the evidence-based practices states that “educators systematically
participate in ongoing, research-supported professional development that addresses the
foundations of gifted education, characteristics of students with gifts and talents,
assessment, curriculum planning and instruction, learning environments, and
programming.” However, a study by Fraser-Seeto, Howard, and Woodcock (2015)
revealed that although teachers believed professional development is important to support
gifted and talented children, only 51% of in-service teachers participated in professional
development related to gifted and talented students. Further professional development for
both school administrators and teachers in gifted education may improve instructional
practices in gifted education.
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Research Question Two
The second research question examined if teachers’ perceptions of giftedness,
students, identification, and administrative support differed by race and school SES. The
most obvious finding to emerge from the analysis is that teachers who identified as Black
reported significantly higher perceptions of giftedness, students, identification than those
who identified as Hispanic and those who identified as White. This held true across
schools with low SES and high SES. This finding broadly supports the findings of other
studies, including Cherng (2015) whose research showed that White teachers are more
likely to underestimate the academic abilities of minority youth. Additionally, it is
consistent with Minor (2014) whose research revealed that White teachers perceived
Black students to have lower academic performance than White students and lower levels
of social and behavioral skills. Furthermore, it corroborates the findings of Ferguson
(2013), which provided evidence for that teachers’ perceptions, expectations, and
behaviors interact with students’ beliefs, behaviors, and work habits in ways that help to
perpetuate the academic gap between minority and nonminority students.
The previously mentioned research shows that White teachers underestimate
students of color, but minority teachers perceive their minority students to have higher
abilities. Additionally, minority students have more favorable perceptions of minority
teachers because they can serve as role models and are especially sensitive to the cultural
needs of their students (Cherng & Halpin, 2016). A study conducted by Egalite, Kisida,
and Winters (2015) found small but significant positive effects when Black and White
students are assigned to teachers of their own race or ethnicity in reading and in math.
Furthermore, they found that lower-performing Black and White students appear to
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particularly benefit from being assigned to a teacher of their own race. When teaching a
diverse group of students from varying cultural backgrounds, it is essential to be
conscious of the cultural differences in students’ behavior. A quantitative study conducted
by Warikoo (2004) found that West Indian teachers were able to serve as advocates for
West Indian students when cultural differences such as parental nonparticipation, lack of
discipline, and avoidance of eye contact became points of contention with non-West
Indian teachers. In turn, students felt a stronger sense of connection to those teachers who
understood and related to their cultural differences. A minority teacher may be more
attuned to practices within the school that keep minority students at a disadvantage and
can subsequently advocate for changes to those practices (Grissom et al., 2017). Boser
(2014) asserts that there is a connection between the diversity of schools’ educators and
the representation of minority students in gifted programs. This connection is partly
attributed to the differences in student and teacher demographics in schools (Grissom et
al., 2015).
Gifted Black and Hispanic students should be afforded the same opportunities as
gifted White students however research shows that is often not the case. A study by
Grisson and Redding (2016) revealed that Black students in Black teachers’ classrooms
have almost the same probability of being assigned to gifted services as otherwise
similar White students. However, Black students in White teachers’ classrooms are
identified for gifted services only approximately a third as often. Teachers must be
cognizant of how culture can influence the expressions of giftedness and how teacher
bias can prohibit identifying students from diverse backgrounds. Research indicates that
Black teachers have a propensity for identifying giftedness in Black students (Cherng et
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al., 2016). Black students react differently to teachers who look like them in ways that
make their giftedness more evident. Black teachers tend to be more attuned to a Black
child’s background, culture, and language. They may recognize evidence of exceptional
aptitude or talent that may go undetected by a White teacher due to implicit bias
surrounding students of color (Cherng et al., 2016). As a result, minority schools need to
be staffed with minority teachers and led by minority principals in order to have more
equity in gifted education practices (DeMatthews, 2018).
The final revelation from this study is that teachers who identified as White in
low-SES (Title 1) schools reported a significantly lower perception of student scores than
teachers who identified as White in high-SES (non–Title 1) schools. Additionally,
teachers who identified as Hispanic in low-SES (Title 1) schools reported significantly
lower perception of student potential scores than teachers who identified as Hispanic in
high-SES (non–Title 1) schools. This further supports the idea that teachers often hold
negative perceptions about students living in poverty and their academic abilities. These
findings also raise intriguing questions regarding the perception of poverty and its
influence on teacher expectation. Ford and Grantham (2013) confirmed the association
between these two variables, asserting that deficit thinking is a contributing factor to this
viewpoint. Teachers must examine how deficit thinking and approaches to learning
impact their ability to set high expectations of their students.
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Figure 5
Approaches to Teaching

Source: Paris, D. (2012).
Deficit thinking not only impacts the high expectations that teachers should have
of their students but also, in a sense, blames their students for any academic or behavior
deficiencies. A study by Reed (2020) revealed that 86% of teachers surveyed blamed the
student or their family for low academic achievement and negative behaviors displayed in
school. If teachers have low expectations of their students based on their own implicit
bias, then it would be difficult if not impossible to identify giftedness in those students
(Gershenson et al., 2016). This theory is also supported by LaCour and Tissington (2011)
who asserts that teachers who work in low-SES schools may assume that all students are
working below grade level. Educators are more likely to engage in deficit thinking when
working with students of color and students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds,
continuing to pave the way for inequitable outcomes of historically marginalized students
(Reed, 2020). Moreover, research indicates that teacher expectations are correlated with
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student academic achievement as early as first grade (Gershenson et al., 2016; Mizala,
Martinez, & Martinez, 2015; Pantaleo, 2016).
Students who attend high-poverty area schools or are in the lowest SES groups
are more likely to be taught by teachers with less training and experience (Heckman,
2006). These teachers have less than favorable expectations or beliefs regarding their
students’ abilities to achieve academically (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015). High poverty
should not be synonymous with low expectations of students who are CLED. As the
diversity of American schools continues to increase, teachers must comprehend the
impact of culture in the classroom and utilize instructional practices that accommodate
students from diverse cultural backgrounds. Approaches to teaching must be grounded in
a cultural view of learning and human development in which multiple expressions of
diversity are recognized and regarded as assets for teaching and learning (Gay, 2018).
Relationship to Prior Research
Strategies for addressing the underrepresentation of Black and Hispanic students
in gifted education should focus on referral practices, professional development on
culturally responsive, and sustaining pedagogical skills. While the previously mentioned
strategies can help reduce or eliminate racial bias in gifted identification, they may not
necessarily eliminate disparities in the identification, referral, and assessment process for
low-SES students because poverty is a consistent inequity. To eliminate the deficit views
which, plague high-SES schools, educators must assess their perceptions about students
from CLED backgrounds while developing the aptitude and pedagogical practices that
are essential in identifying giftedness in these students. Employing methods such as
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culturally responsive and sustaining pedagogy increases teachers’ cultural competence
and serves as a framework for developing these skills.
A lack of cultural understanding, culturally responsive teaching, gaps in teacher
training, and ongoing professional development may undermine educators’ ability to refer
African American and Hispanic students for gifted education (McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012).
Teachers should be cognizant of how culture can influence the expressions of giftedness
and how teacher bias can prohibit identifying students from diverse backgrounds.
Therefore, it is crucial for educational leaders to identify issues of teacher bias and feel
comfortable addressing problems of policies and practices to move toward a more
culturally relevant schooling environment (Mun et al., 2020). This will help teachers to
develop a more critical and reflective lens through which to view themselves and students
who may come from culturally linguistically and socioeconomically diverse
backgrounds.
Professional development in the area of gifted identification directly contribute to
a teachers’ ability to learn and implement equitable instructional practices (Brenner et al.,
2016). In addition, educators must feel supported to engage in conversations about equity
in education, race, and the dangers of low expectations of students. In addition,
professional development must address the issue of equity in the classroom. According to
Lawson-Davis (2016), teachers who focus on the occasionally disruptive behavior of
Black students will often disregard their academic strengths and needs. Although some
teachers are highly qualified, it is crucial that White middle-class teachers—who make up
80% of the teacher workforce—receive systematically and continuing professional
development regarding these issues.
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Research shows that it is unusual for educators to believe that students from lowincome families or homes in which English is not the primary language can be given a
challenging curriculum that emphasizes and requires higher-level thinking (Mun et al.,
2020). However, research by Baldwin (2012) revealed that providing a high-powered,
enriched curriculum and scaffolding for advanced thinking and questioning skills—a
gifted curriculum rather than remediation and direct teaching—successfully raised the
academic achievement of learners of varying ability and socioeconomic levels. Even after
controlling for cultural and ethnic differences, children from a low-SES background are
still less likely to be identified for gifted program (Carman & Taylor, 2010); therefore,
educators must develop assessment strategies and techniques with objective measures
(Baldwin, 2002).
Limitations of Study
Threats to Statistical Conclusion Validity
Threats to statistical conclusion validity existed in the study, specifically related to
statistical power and the violation of assumptions in the MANOVA. First, there was low
statistical power due to the small sample size. If the researcher had gained approval from
district leaders, she would have been able to contact more teachers. Furthermore, if more
teachers from the listserv responded to the survey, then a greater sample size would have
been attained.
Violation of Statistical Assumptions
Four assumptions were violated in the MANOVA analysis, which contributed to
another drawback of the study. First, there were univariate outliers, and the multivariate
normality assumption was violated. There should be a linear relationship between each
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pair of dependent variables for all combinations of groups. After building a legacy dialog
matrix scatterplot, the results did not have an elliptical shape. Additionally, there was
no homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, thus Pillai’s trace was used to run the
analysis.
Limitations of Sample
Each teacher surveyed had varying school settings, administrative support,
professional learning experiences, and other factors that may have played a role in
participants’ responses. Therefore, an interaction of setting and treatment could have
influenced the results of the study. Additionally, school enrollment may have varied due
to the pandemic. Teachers surveyed may have been working remotely, which could
impact their perception of students and the support of their school administration. On the
contrary, some teachers did not teach remotely and had a smaller class size, allowing
them to be more aware of student behavior and academic progress. Furthermore,
professional learning may be presented differently for teachers based on their school
district. For example, some districts allow teachers to select their area of interest, whereas
other districts do not give teachers a choice.
Recommendations for Future Practice
This present study supports existing research showing that teachers who work
with minority students in low socioeconomic schools can develop deficit thinking, which
causes low expectations and creates barriers that prevent gifted characteristics from
emerging and being recognized. (Siegle et al., 2016). Therefore, teachers who work in
high-poverty schools should be offered additional training and professional development
to identify students for inclusion in gifted education, specifically Black and Hispanic
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students underrepresented in gifted programs. When high-achieving students from highpoverty and minority backgrounds have less access to gifted programs than their White or
more prosperous peers, gifted education is more likely to heighten existing inequalities.
Districts must develop and implement universal screening practices to identify students
who meet the criteria for gifted services to ensure equity in this referral and screening
process. Although teacher referral is the standard procedure for identifying students who
qualify for gifted education, relying solely on this method is prone to bias and does not
produce equitable outcomes (Wright & Ford, 2017). Subsequently, solely relying on
academic achievements as an indicator of giftedness could be problematic for minority
students. Efforts to increase the participation of low-SES students in a gifted program
should not start at the point of assessment; instead, the district should implement a talent
development strategy that provides additional enrichment and quality instruction to
promising students early in their education (Payne, 2011).
This should be supported by professional development that trains teachers to
effectively differentiate instruction for high-ability learners and recognize the potential in
traditionally underrepresented students. An integral concern for identifying gifted
students from low-income households is whether teachers believe that gifted potential
can exist without high achievement and if potential can be perceived and recognized in
other characteristics (Olszewski-Kubilius & Corwith, 2018). A teacher must consider a
students’ background and cultural experience when understanding their gifts and abilities.
Professional learning opportunities for school leaders and teachers coupled with small
incremental changes in practices and policies could result in a more significant impact on
increasing minority enrollment of gifted education programs. Additionally, reform efforts
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that include measures to develop the talents of potentially gifted students from an early
age by providing them with additional enrichment and quality instruction can help
identify and place more underrepresented students in gifted programs (Subotnik, 2003).
Recommendations for Future Research
Culturally responsive-sustaining pedagogy was an essential component of this
study’s theoretical framework; however, the study did not provide an opportunity to
investigate the role that district and building leaders play in gifted education. Therefore,
one recommendation for further research would be to analyze district and building
administrators’ perception of giftedness and conduct a comparative analysis with
teachers’ perception of giftedness. Another recommendation would be to replicate the
study to include school districts in other regions to increase the sample size. In this way,
the data would acquire greater power, and the results may be more generalizable to the
population. Furthermore, other researchers should consider replicating this study in other
areas beyond Long Island, New York, as the study results may vary depending on where
participants are employed.
Future researchers may also consider analyzing the relationship between other
variables. For example, one could examine years of teaching experience and teacher
perception of identification giftedness. Although these data were collected, they were not
a factor in the present study. It would be interesting to examine the difference in scores
between a first-year teacher and a veteran teacher in a high-poverty school. The literature
suggests that teaching experience is positively associated with student achievement gains
throughout a teacher’s career. Even though teachers improve at a greater rate during the
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first few years, teachers do continue to improve throughout their careers, albeit at lesser
rates.
This study would have also benefited from qualitative data to fully understand
teachers’ perceptions while working in a high-poverty school. In the future, researchers
may want to conduct interviews, survey focus groups, or observations of teachers as they
interact with their students. Teaching is a humanistic profession, and it would be
beneficial to integrate open-ended questions where common themes could be identified
for further study. A final recommendation for future research would be to examine the
barriers that districts and schools face as they work to identify gifted students. Educators
in high-poverty schools face many unique challenges, including access to resources,
administrative support, and adequate planning time. However, administrators face other
barriers, including budget restraints, community buy-in, and teacher attrition, that could
impact a district or school’s ability to have procedures in place for identifying and
providing services for gifted students.
Conclusion
Gifted programs are less likely to be found in high-poverty districts; even when
these programs are funded in these districts; student enrollments are far smaller than in
low-poverty districts. In addition, Black and Hispanic pupils are underrepresented in these
programs. When high-achieving or high-potential poor and minority students have less
access to gifted education than their peers, it widens the achievement gap and promotes
inequity in education. High-poverty schools usually focus solely on students who are not
sustaining academic achievement, and as a result, gifted students slip through the cracks.
Accessing gifted programs is a step in the right direction; however, it is futile if teachers
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are not equipped with the skills required to identify gifted students. Educators must
identify Black and Hispanic students for inclusion in gifted education and equip them
with the skills needed to flourish in these challenging but rewarding academic
environments. Increasing participation of qualified yet underrepresented students in
gifted programming in high-poverty schools would change their trajectory and gradually
lessen social and economic inequality.
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APPENDIX B IRB APPROVAL

Federal Wide Assurance: FWA00009066

Aug 20, 2020 3:19 PM EDT
PI: Laurie Hamilton
CO-PI: Seokhee Cho
Dept: Ed Admin & Instruc Leadership

Re: Initial - IRB-FY2020-378 The differences between teacher perception in the
identification of academically gifted African American and Hispanic students

Dear Laurie Hamilton:
The St John's University Institutional Review Board has rendered the decision below for
The differences between teacher perception and parent perception in the identification of
academically gifted African American and Hispanic students.
Decision: Exempt
PLEASE NOTE: If you have collected any data prior to this approval date, the data must
be discarded.
Selected Category: Category 2.(ii). Research that only includes interactions involving

82

APPENDIX C CONSENT LETTER FOR PARTICIPANTS

You have been invited to take part in a research study to learn more about
teachers’ perception of giftedness. This study will be conducted by Laurie Hamilton at
the Department of Administrative and Instructional Leadership, the School of Education,
at St. John’s University as part of her doctoral dissertation. Her faculty sponsor is Dr.
Seokhee Cho from the School of Education.
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to take complete a 4part survey about your perception of potentially gifted students. This survey will be
completed online and is anonymous. The survey will take approximately about 20 to 30
minutes to complete.
There are no known risks associated with your participation in this research and
your anonymity will be strictly maintained. Although you will receive no direct benefits,
this research may help the investigator better understand teachers' perceptions of
potentially gifted students. This research can be used to create a professional
development curriculum on teacher bias and to bring awareness about the issue of
underrepresentation of African American and Hispanic students in gifted programming.
This survey is confidential. Your identity will never be known or linked to your IP
address. The survey does not ask for any identifying personal information.

83

Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw
at any time without penalty. You have the right to skip or not answer any questions, if you
prefer not to answer.
If there is any question about the study or your participation that is unclear or that
you do not understand, or if you wish to report a research-related problem, you may
contact Ms. Laurie Hamilton at the faculty sponsor, Dr. Seokhee Cho at 718-990-1303,or
chos1@stjohns.edu
For questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the
University’s Institutional Review Board, St. John’s University, Dr. Raymond DiGiuseppe,
Chair digiuser@stjohns.edu 718-990-1955 or Marie Nitopi, IRB Coordinator,
nitopim@stjohns.edu 718-990-1440.
Thank you for consideration,
Ms. Laurie Hamilton

If you agree, please click “continue”
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APPENDIX D DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY
Directions: Please select the demographic information that applies to you.

Gender
1=Male
2=Female
Race/Ethnicity
1. Black 4. Asian
2. Hispanic 5. Other
3. White
Education
1=Bachelors

4=Masters +60

2=Masters

5=Doctorate

3=Masters +30
Years of Teaching Experience
1.

1–5 years

2.

6–10 years 5. 21–25 years

3.

11–15 years

4. 16–20 years

6. Over 25 years

Grade Level Taught
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1. Early Childhood Grade B-2 4. High Schools Grades 9-12
2. Elementary Grades 3-5
3. Middle School Grades 6-8
Do you currently teach at a Title 1 School?
1=No

2=Yes

Does your school or district have a gifted program?
1=No

2=Yes
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APPENDIX E TEACHER PERCEPTION OF GIFTEDNESS SURVEY

Teacher Expectation

Strongly
Agree

1. My students have the ability to
succeed academically.
2. My students care about learning and
succeeding academically.
3. I present information in ways
that causes highly able students to grow
academically.
4. When my students are presented with
complex problems they should be able
to solve it independently.
5. When problems are challenging, I
allow my students enough time to
think about a solution.
6. It is challenging for me to wait for
students to respond when problems are
challenging.
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Agree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

7. I provide prompts often so that
students can respond quickly and
easily.
8. I provide minimum prompts so that
students can think independently.
9. Creativity and critical thinking is
highly valued in my class.
10. My students are motivated to succeed
academically.
11. My students demonstrate motivation
in areas other than academics.
12. My students would benefit
from a gifted program.
13. My students will complete their
education at least up to high school.
14. My students will complete their
education at least up to undergraduate.
15. My students will complete their
education at least up to graduate.
Perception of Gifted Identification

Strongly
Agree

16. All students are gifted.
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Agree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

17. Acceleration programs are socially
harmful for gifted students.
18. A student cannot be considered gifted
if he/she has low grades or poor
academic performance.
19. Having gifted students in the class
makes everyone else smarter by being
a role model and presenting a
challenge.
20. If I have gifted students in the
classroom, I take additional steps to
challenge them.
21. I challenge all of my students so
gifted students will be fine in a regular
classroom.
22. Students with gifts and talents should
receive services throughout the day
and in all environments based on their
abilities, needs, and interests.
23. Gifted children should be able to
succeed without additional assistance
from teachers.
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24. Cultural and environmental factors
may influence the expression of
giftedness.
25. Behavioral problems and family
circumstances are reasons to question
a child’s qualification for gifted
services
26. Gifted students are usually high
academic achievers.
27. Students with gifts and talents are
identified for services that match their
interests, strengths, and needs.
28. Educators need to create a classroom
environment that encourages students
to express their gifts and talents and
collect multiple types of assessment
data.
29. Student’s behavior and/or family
background should influence referral
into gifted programs.
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30. Gifted learners are found in all
cultures, ethnic backgrounds, and
socioeconomic groups.
31. Reliance on a single test score for
gifted education services may exclude
selection of students with different
cultural experiences and opportunities.
Perception of Support in Gifted

Strongly

Education/Resources

Agree

32. I am provided with curriculum
differentiated for the gifted.
33. Expectations made clear to you by
administration on how to differentiate
instruction for gifted students.
34. I am provided with professional
development opportunities related to
gifted education.
35. I am provided with professional
development opportunities in the area
of social and emotional needs of the
gifted.
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Agree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

36. I seek out professional development
outside of the district in the area of
social and emotional needs of the
gifted.
37. I could benefit from more
professional development in the area
of social and emotional needs of the
gifted.
38. Students with gifts and talents are
identified for services that match their
interests, strengths, and needs.
39. Our district does not need a gifted
program because we have AP courses.
40. Gifted education requires an
abundance or resources
41. I work in a school where responsive
instruction is a carefully supported
indicator of professional growth.
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